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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

This study presents the results of an intensive archaeological survey of the proposed 229.77 acre 
Cumberland Industrial park near the town of Hope Mills in Cumberland County, North Carolina. The primary 
purpose of this investigation is to identify and assess the archaeological remains present in the project area. 

As a result of this work seven archaeological sites (31CD378** through 31CD384**) and one cemetery 
(31CD385**) were recorded. These sites were identified both through shovel testing at 200 foot intervals on 
transects 200 feet apart and pedestrian survey, since surface visibility was excellent throughout much of the tract. 
The entire study tract was investigated through shovel testing, with approximately 145 acres subject to further 
pedestrian survey. All of the seven identified archaeological sites date to the twentieth century, with one 
containing some evidence of mid-nineteenth century occupation. Only two of these (31CD379** and 
31CD384**) appear to be related to domestic structures, while the remaining five are associated with isolated 
trash dumping activities. 

The cemetery (31CD385**) represents the burial ground of the Davis, McLean, and Smith families. The 
earliest burial dates to February 8, 1871 while the most recent dates to 1975. Although clearly it has been some 
time since the cemetery was last used, a number of undated markers with the names of individuals were present 
suggesting the possibility that plots have been set aside for future use. There is also evidence that the cemetery is 
being maintained since the surrounding lawn is mowed and several older markers had been either replaced or 
repaired. It is strongly recommended that this site be avoided if possible. If this is not possible, an attorney 
should be consulted for legal advice concerning relocation of the interments. Because of the extraordinary 
potential to obtain forensic anthropological information from human skeletal materials, if relocation is necessary 
we recommend that removal should be conducted using archaeological and osteological techniques. 

Most of the archaeological sites identified on this tract have been either badly disturbed by plowing or 
are not clearly related to domestic occupations, providing very limited information on twentieth century trash 
disposal patterns. As previously stated, only two of the sites appear to be domestic. One of these was occupied 
up until at least 1986. Consequently, none of the identified sites are recommended as eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 

There is always the potential that additional archaeological materials may be discovered during 
construction. Work crews should be advised to halt all work should archaeological materials (such as arrow 
heads, pottery, bottles, concentrations of brick, or other similar items) are uncovered. The North Carolina State 
Historic Preservation Office and/or the client's archaeologist should be immediately notified of these fmdings. 
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INTRODUCTION 

This investigation was conducted by Ms. Natalie Adams of Chicora Foundation, Inc. for Mr. Bob 
Fonberger of Piedmont, Olsen and Hensley. The proposed 229.77 acre Cumberland Industrial park is bounded to 
the south by Sand Hill Road (SR-2238), to the east by a CP&L transmission line, to the north by an NCNG 
easement, and to the west by private property (Figures I and 2). The tract is situated approximately 10 miles 
south of Fayetteville near the community of Hope Mills (Figure 3). 

The property consists primarily of fallow or overgrown agricultural fields, with small patches of wooded 
areas. The tract contains a network of dirt farm roads allowing good access to most areas of the property (Figure 
4). The northern portion of the tract which contains a large amount of slope revealed evidence of considerable 
erosion. The tract is being considered for use as a discount store warehouse and distribution facility. 
Consequently, activities which have the potential to damage or destroy any archaeological remains in the project 
area include clearing, grubbing, landscaping, facility construction, and paving of the associated parking area. 

Chicora received a request for a budgetary proposal for an intensive level archaeological survey by Mr. 
Bob Fonberger of Piedmont, Olsen and Hensley on August 8, 1994. A proposal was submitted on August 9, 
1994 and accepted on August 19, 1994. 
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Figure I. Location of the project area on the 1986 Hope Mills USGS quadrangle map. 
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Figure 2. Study tract showing boundaries, roads, vegetation, survey transects, shovel tests, and site locations. 
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Figure 3. Location of the project area in the Southern Coastal Plain. 



Figure 4. Portion of the survey tract illustrating fallow agricultural fields and access roads. 
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Figure 5. Davis, McLean, and Smith family cemetery (3 ICD385**). 
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This study is intended to provide a detailed explanation of the archaeological survey and the findings. 
The statewide archaeological site files held by the North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources, Division 
of Archives and History have been consulted concerning previously identified sites. The field investigations were 
conducted by Ms. Natalie Adams and Mr. Ryan Boera from August 30 through September 1, 1994. This field 
work involved 32 person hours. Laboratory and report production were conducted at Chicora's laboratories in 
Columbia, South Carolina on September 2 and September 12, 1994. 
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PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Cumberland County, which occupies approximately 423,040 acres or 661 square miles, is situated in the 
southeastern portion of North Carolina (Hudson 1985:2). The county is bounded to the north by Harnett County, 
to the east by Sampson County, to the south by Bladen County, and to the west by Robeson, Hoke and Moore 
Counties. The project area is located in southwestern portion of the county (see Figure 3). 

The topography of the county consists of gently undulating hills typical of the Upper Coastal Plain. The 
elevations range from about 100 feet above sea level in the southern and eastern parts of the county to about 270 
feet above sea level in the northern and western parts of the county. Elevations in the project area range from 
125 feet above sea level in the north and eastern portions of the tract to 165 feet above sea level in the southern 
portion of the tract. The major geographic featute in the project area is a sand ridge running roughly east to west 
in the south central portion of the tract. To the north of the ridge, elevations drop rather sharply towards 
Rockfish Creek which is located approximately 6000 feet north of the project area. 

Cumberland County is drained by the Cape Fear River which bisects the county into east and west 
halves. Chief tributaries of this river in Cumberland County include Little River, South River, as well as 
Rockfish Creek, north of the project area. According to the State Board of Agricultute: 

[t]hrough the pine lands run numerous bold, strong and swiftly flowing streams, never 
diminished by drought and rarely excited by freshet. These, from the earliest settlement, 
furnished convenient mill-sites, and originated that active lumber industry so stimulating to the 
prosperity of the county and that of the towns on the Cape Fear river; and, upon the successful 
introduction of the cotton manufactute into the State, their power was speedily applied to the 
use of cotton-mills, which were built in the town of Fayetteville, on Cross and Blounfs creek, 
on Buckhead, Beaver Dam and Rockfish (two of these) creeks, and on Lower Little river; and 
on all of these there are now large and flourishing cotton factories (State Board of Agricultute 
1896:327). 

As previously mentioned, the project area is located in southwestern Cumberland County in the Upper 
Coastal Plain Region. Most of the soils here have a sandy surface layer. The State Board of Agricultute noted 
that in: 

the middle of Cumberland county, from its western margin, on the Moore county line, to the 
Cape Fear river, which crosses the eastern side of the county, lies a broad, irregular zone of 
"pine barrens," with a very sandy soil and an almost exclusive grown of long-leaf pine (State 
Board of Agricultute 1896:327). 

In general, the soils in the project area are well drained. The tract is characterized by four soil series including 
well drained Blaney loamy sand (8 to 15 percent slope), somewhat excessively drained Candor sand (I to 15 
percent slope), well drained Norfolk loamy sand (0 to 2 percent slope), and well drained Wagram loamy sand (0 
to 8 percent slope) (Hudson 1985). 

Cumberland County is generally hot and humid in the summer because of the moist, maritime air. The 
winters are moderately cold but short since the mountains to the west protect the area from many cold waves. 
The average winter temperature in Fayetteville is 44°F. In the summer the average daily temperature is 31°F in 
Fayetteville. The total annual precipitation is 43 inches. Of this, 60 percent usually falls in April through 
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September, which includes the growing season for most crops. 

Upper Coastal Plain forests resemble the scrub oak barrens of the Sandhill Province in species 
composition. These areas are dominate by longleaf pine and various xeric oaks such as post oak, Margaret's oak, 
bluejack oak, and turkey oak. In addition, much of the overstory vegetation includes sweetgum, beech, southern 
red oak, post oak, mockernut hickory, and southern sugar maple (Barry 1980:139-140; Gade and Stillwell 1986). 

Vegetation in the project area consisted primarily of four types: fallow field in thick weedy grass with 
little surface visibility (approximately 60 acres); old field in scrub oak and pine with excellent surface visibility 
(approximately 145 acres); dense muscadine growth with no surface visibility (approximately two acres); and 
pine/hickory forest with little surface visibility (approximately 20 acres) (see Figure 2). 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND illSTORICAL BACKGROUND 

Previous Archaeological Investigations 

No previous archaeological work has been performed at the Cumberland Industrial park However, 
archaeology in central North Carolina has included work primarily associated with Joffre Coe or his students 
(e.g. Coe 1952, 1964; Wilson 1976; Keel and Coe 1970). Excavations at Lowders Ferry, Hardaway, Gaston and 
Doerschuk sites were reported by Coe (1964) in The Formative Cultures of the Carolina Piedmont. As a result 
of the deeply stratified deposits, Coe was able to identify artifact forms, continuities in forms and cultural stages. 
This work has remained as the foundation for prehistoric studies in the central Carolinas. 

Probably the most extensive and intensive research in the area has been associated with B.F. Jordan 
Reservoir along the Haw and New Hope Rivers. An initial survey was conducted in 1964 by the Research 
Laboratories of Anthropology at UNC-Chapel Hill. The survey resulted in the discovery of 176 sites (Smith 
1965:149). In 1969 the reservoir area was resurveyed with a total of 340 sites either revisited or discovered 
(McCormick 1970). In addition to the survey, ten sites were tested. Additional excavations were conducted at 
four sites by UNC crews under the direction of Jack H. Wilson, Jr. (Wilson 1976). Further excavations were 
conducted by Claggett and Cable (1982) at two sites (31CH8 and 31CH29), resulting in a three volume text. All 
of these studies combined provide a basic prehistoric occupation framework for this area of the state. The 
information gathered revealed that the ephemeral Paleo-Indian and Archaic occupations concentrated on hills and 
terraces, with subsequent Woodland and Historic sites located along major stream valleys of the New Hope and 
Haw Rivers (Claggett and Cable 1982:66). 

Historical archaeology in the vicinity has concentrated primarily on sites within the city of Fayetteville 
where work has been performed at sites such as the Cool Spring site, the Old Fayetteville Commons, and 
excavations on the 500 block of Hay Street (Ken Robinson personal communication 1985). 

Most of the urban archaeology in Fayetteville has been associated with the excavation of the Fayetteville 
Arsenal (Clauser 1980; Little 1973). Stanley South's (1968) earlier excavations uncovered parts of the west 
enclosing wall, the northwest and southwest towers, and the shops along the west enclosing wall. Also, the 
carriage store and the coal house on the north wall were uncovered. 

Glen Little of Contract Archaeology, Inc. examined some of the shops along the west enclosing wall, 
the west area of the arsenal square, the confederate office building, some of the north and west enclosing wall, 
part of the main arsenal building, the carriage store, and the coal house. The internal road system was also 
investigated. 

Clauser (1980) tested the main arsenal, the barracks, the blacksmith shop, the gun carriage and paint 
shop, and sections of the west enclosing wall. A total of 38 structures were identified by these studies. 

Prehistoric Overview 

The Paleo-Indian period, lasting from 12,000 to 8,000 B.C., is evidenced by basally thinned, 
side-notched projectile points; fluted, lanceolate projectile points, side scrapers, end scrapers; and drills (Coe 
1964; Michie 1977; Williams 1968). The Paleo-Indian occupation, while widespread, does not appear to have 
been intensive. Artifacts are most frequently found along major river drainages, which Michie interprets to 
support the concept of an economy "oriented towards the exploitation of now extinct mega-fauna" (Michie 
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1977:124). 

Unfortunately, little is known about Paleo-Indian subsistence strategies, settlement systems, or social 
organization. Generally, archaeologists agree that the Paleo-Indian groups were at a band level of society (see 
Service 1966), were nomadic, and were both hunters and foragers. While population density, based on the 
isolated finds, is thought to have been low, Walthall suggests that toward the end of the period, "there was an 
increase in population density and in territoriality and that a number of new resource areas were beginning to be 
exploited" (Walthall 1980:30). 

The Archaic period, which dates from 8000 to 2000 B.C., does not form a sharp break with the 
Paleo-Indian period, but is a slow transition characterized by a modem climate and an increase in the diversity of 
material culture. Associated with this is a reliance on a broad spectrum of small mammals, although the white 
tailed deer was likely the most commonly exploited mammal The chronology established by Coe (1964) for the 
North Carolina Piedmont may be applied with little modification to the Coastal Plain. Archaic period 
assemblages, exemplified by comer-notched and broad-stem projectile points, are fairly common, perhaps 
because the swamps and drainages offered especially attractive ecotones. 

In the Coastal Plain there is an increase in the quantity of Early Archaic remains, probably associated 
with an increase in population and associated increase in the intensity of occupation. While Hardaway and Dalton 
points are typically found as isolated specimens along riverine environments, remains from the following Palmer 
phase are not only more common, but are also fmmd in both riverine and interriverine settings. Kirks are 
likewise common in the coastal plain (Goodyear et al. 1979). 

The two primary Middle Archaic phases found in the coastal plain are the Morrow Mountain and 
Guilford (the Stanly and Halifax complexes identified by Coe are rarely encountered). Our best information on 
the Middle Woodland comes from sites investigated west of the Appalachian Mountains, such as the work in the 
Little Tennessee River Valley. The work at Middle Archaic river valley sites, with their evidence of a diverse 
floral and fauna! subsistence base, seems to stand in stark contrast to Caldwell's Middle Archaic "Old Quartz 
!ndustry", where axes, choppers, and ground and polished stone tools are very rare. 

The Late Archaic is characterized by the appearance of large, square stemmed Savannah River projectile 
points (Coe 1964). These people continued the intensive exploitation of the uplands much like earlier Archaic 
groups. The bulk of our data for this period comes from work in the Uwharrie region of North Carolina. 

The Woodland period begins by definition with the introduction of fired clay pottery about 2000 B.C. 
along the Carolina coast. It should be noted that many researchers call the period from about 2500 to 1000 B.C. 
the Late Archaic because of a perceived continuation of the Archaic lifestyle in spite of the manufacture of 
pottery. Regardless of terminology, the period from 2500 to 1000 B.C. is well documented on the South 
Carolina coast and is characterized by Stallings (fiber-tempered) pottery (see Figure 6 for a synopsis of 
Woodland phases and pottery designations). The subsistence economy during this early period was based 
primarily on deer hunting and fishing, with supplemental inclusions of small mammals, birds, reptiles, and 
shelltish. 

Like the Stallings settlement pattern, Thom's Creek sites are found in a variety of environmental zones 
and take on several forms. Thom's Creek sites are found throughout the South Carolina Coastal Zone, Coastal 
Plain, and up to the Fall Line. The sites are found into the North Carolina Coastal Plain, but do not appear to 
extend southward into Georgia. 

The Deptford phase, which dates from 1100 B.C. to A.D. 600, is best characterized by fine to coarse 
sandy paste pottery with a check stamped surface treatment. The Deptford settlement pattern involves both 
coastal and inland sites. Throughout much of the Coastal Zone and Coastal Plain north of Charleston, a 
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somewhat different cultural manifestation is observed, related to the ''Northern Tradition" (e.g., Caldwell 1958). 
This recently identified assemblage has been termed Deep Creek and was first identified from northern North 
Carolina sites (Phelps 1983). The Deep Creek assemblage is characterized by pottery with medium to coarse 
sand inclusions and surface treatments of cord marking, fabric impressing, simple stamping, and net impressing. 
Much of this material has been previously designated as the Middle Woodland "Cape Fear'' pottery originally 
typed by South (1960). The Deep Creek wares date from about 1000 B.C. to A.D. 1 in North Carolina. The 
Deep Creek settlement and subsistence systems are poorly known, but appear to be very similar to those 
identified with the Deptford phase. 

The Middle Woodland in North Carolina is characterized by a pattern of settlement mobility and 
short-tenn occupation. The best data concerning Middle Woodland Coastal Zone assemblages comes from Phelps 
(1983:32-33). Associated items include a small variety of the Roanoke Large Triangular points (Coe 
1964:1!0-lll), sandstone abraders, shell pendants, polished stone gorgets, cells, and woven marsh mats. 
Significantly, both primary inhurnations and cremations are found. 

On the Coastal Plain, researchers are finding evidence of a Middle Woodland Yadkin assemblage, best 
known from Coe's work at the Doerschuk site (Coe 1964:25-26). Yadkin pottery is characterized by a crushed 
quartz temper and cord marked, fabric impressed, and linear check stamped surface treatments. The Yadkin 
ceramics are associated with medium-sized triangular points, although Oliver (1981) suggests that a continuation 
of the Piedmont Stemmed Tradition to at least A.D. 300 coexisted with this Triangular Tradition. 

These Middle Woodland Coastal Plain and Coastal Zone phases continue the Early Woodland Deptford 
pattern of mobility. While sites are found all along the coast and inland to the Fall Line, shell midden sites 
evidence sparse shell and artifacts. Gone are the abundant shell tools, worked bone items, and clay balls. 

In many respects the North Carolina Late Woodland may be characterized as a continuation of previous 
Middle Woodland cultural assemblages. While outside the Carolinas there were major cultural changes, such as 
the continued development and elaboration of agriculture, the Carolina groups settled into a lifeway not 
appreciably different from that observed for the previous 500 to 700 years (Sassaman et al 1990:14-15). This 
situation would remain unchanged until the development of the South Appalachian Mississippian complex (see 
Ferguson 1971). . _ 

The South Appalachian Mississippian Period (ca A.D. 1!00 to 1640) is the most elaborate level of 
culture attained by the native inhabitants and is followed by cultural disintegration brought about largely by 
European disease. The period is characterized by complicated stamped pottery, complex social organization, 
agriculture, and the construction of temple mounds and ceremonial centers. The earliest phases include the 
Savannab and Pee Dee (A.D. 1200 to 1550). 

Historical Overview 

Cumberland County was formed in 1754, from the northern portion of Bladen County. It was settled in 
the 1730s by Ulster Scots near the mouth of Cross Creek Scotch-Irish immigrants continued to settle the are for 
a number of years, so that by 1760 the settlement was fonnally set apart. In 1762 the town of Carnpbelltown was 
established near the Cross Creek settlement, and in 1778 the two towns were combined. In 1783 the name was 
changed to Fayetteville (Lefler and Powell 1973:92). The town is situated on the west bank of the Cape Fear 
River at the head of its navigable point. Wilmington is 120 miles by water, making Fayetteville's position, both 
in relation to Wilmington and to the interior valuable during the early historic period This allowed for the region 
to be settled early. After the Revolutionary War it became the chief receiving and distributing point for a great 
number of interior towns. The town's importance dwindled after the construction of railroad diverting traffic to 
other areas. Tue town regained a position of importance by enlarging its operation of businesses and the eventual 
constructions of several railtoads through the town (State Board of Agriculture 1896:328). 
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The large, vast tracts of long leaf pine spurred on the production of naval stores during the colonial 
period. These forest resources also lead the people of the Cape Fear region to produce items such as lumber, 
barrels, and other wood products. Crops included corn, rice and other grains. In addition, livestock were raised to 
supplement the income of the people (Lefler and Powell 1973:93; see also Hill 1983, and McLean and Sellon 
1978). 

The growth and expansion of the backcountry during the Proprietary period after 1750 created a number 
of problems including the creation of new counties and equal representation in the legislature. The backcountry 
citizens complained bitterly about eastern domination since planter aristocracy in the east dominated the control 
of the provincial government. The unit of representation was the county and there were far more counties in the 
east than in the rapidly growing west As population increased in the backcountry, the legislature created more 
counties in the west, but also created additional counties in the east to guarantee that control would not be lost to 
the back country. There were nine boroughs in the state and only two of these (Salisbury and Hillsborough) were 
in the Piedmont. The rest (Bath, Brunswick, Edenton, New Bern, Campbellton, Halifax, and Wilmington) were in 
the east. Tension between east and west mounted in 1766 by the passage of an act to establish a permanent 
capital. The new capital was at an eastern borough - New Bern (Lefler and Powell 1973:223-224). 

Out of this tension grew a backcountry movement known as the Regulator movement. Tiris name was 
adcpted because their main goal was to obtain the right to regulate their own government. A number of incidents 
occurred including attacks on court officials in Anson and Johnston counties and disorders in Rowan and 
Edgecombe counties. This movement was interrupted by the American Revolution and its aftermath (Lefler and 
Powell 1973: 236-239). 

Cross Creek did see some action during the war. Governor Martin who had previously fled his office 
due to lack of British military support, worked out a plan for the British conquest of North Carolina. Martin was 
to raise approximately 9 ,000 Loyalists. Lord Cornwallis was to sail from Ireland with seven regiment of British 
regulars and take command of both groups which were to combine in the Wilmington-Brunswick area by mid
Fehrnary of 1776. In January of that year the plan was approved. On January 10, Governor Martin issued a 
proclamation asking all loyal subjects to "unite and suppress the rebellion" in North Carolina. In mid February 
1600 Highlanders led by Donald McDonald was assembled at their rendezvous at Cross Creek and then began 
their march toward Wilmington. Colonel James Moore, who directed the Whig forces, was determined to keep 
the enemy from reaching Wilmington. A secondary objective was to take possession of Cross Creek. To achieve 
these goals, Moore marched his forces to Elizabeth Town; Colonel Alexander Martin and Colonel James 
Thackston were sent to occupy Cross Creek. Colonel Alexander Lillington and Colonel James Ashe were ordered 
to reinforce Caswell and secure Moore's Creek Bridge, 18 miles north of Wilmington since the Loyalists would 
have to cross this bridge to reach Wilmington (Figure 7). 

The Whig forces reached the bridge before the Loyalists and set a number of traps which made crossing 
the bridge difficult and add confusion to the ranks. For three minutes the Loyalists were swarmed with swan-shot 
and bullets. Soon the battle was over with an overwhehning Whig victory (Lefler and Powell 1973:275-278). 

The war left North Carolina in a bad situation. It was in debt, its money was worthless, and its English 
markets were lost Most of the state's population led a simple, low-level economic existence which made the 
effects of the war more acute than in surrounding, richer states. 

After the war, export trade reached a new high. New England replaced Britain as the major customer for 
goods. Major export goods included corn, lumber, and tobacco. Population steadily increased after the war. 
Census reports from 1790 to 1820 gave the population as 393,751; 478,103; 550,500; and 638,829 (Lefler and 
Newsome 1973:266-270). 

During the antebellum period there was a remarkable increase in the states two major cash crops -
tobacco and cotton. Agricultoral expansion and prosperity were partly due to a systematic movement to improve 
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farming methods and rural life which resulted in the publication of journals such as Carolina Cultivator and 
North Carolina Planter (Lefler and Newsome 1973:390-392). In 1840 the county's products were listed as 6,037 
bushels of wheat, 16,577 bushels of oats, 3,019 bushels of rye, 291,630 bushels of com, 459,747 pounds of 
cotton, 16,800 pounds of wool, 1,794 barrels of turpentine, and 78,540 dollars worth of lumber (Wheeler 
1925:124). 

There was an increase in manufacturing establishments in the state as well. From 1850 to 1860 these 
establishments increased from 2,663 to 3,689. In 1860 Cumberland County had 84 turpentine distilleries, seven 
cotton mills, and three iron works (Lefler and Newsome 1973:397-398). Although notable economic advance had 
occurred in the state after 1840, North Carolina was still relatively poor by the time of the Civil War. It was 
rural and isolated and its coast was dangerous and without a good port (Lefler and Newsome 1973:402). 
Cumberland county's population in 1850 was 12,447 whites, 7,217 slaves; and 946 freedmen (Wheeler 
1925: 124). 

The only real affects Fayetteville felt from the Civil War was during Sherman's march in 1865. While 
Shertnan's army was moving north from Savannah to meet Gran(s army in Virginia, they passed through 
Fayetteville (Figure 8), destroying the Confederate Arsenal on March 11. This was one of the South's most 
important military depots (Lefler and Newsome 1973:459). 

Immediately after the war, cotton prices peaked, causing many Southerners to plant cotton again, in the 
hope of recouping losses from the war. The hiring of freedmen began immediately, with variable results. They 
began with a wage labor system established by the Freedmen's Bureau. Gradually owners turned away from 
wage labor contracts to two kinds of tenancy -- sharecropping and renting. While very different, both succeeded 
in making land ownership very difficult, if not impossible, for the vast majority of Blacks. Sharecropping 
required the tenant to pay his landlord part of the crop produced, while renting required that he pay a fixed rent 
in either crops or money (Orser 1988). 

By the tum of the century, Cumberland county's population had increased to 14,952 whites and 12,369 
blacks with a total population of 27,321 (State Board of Agriculture 1986:328). The town of Fayetteville grew 
rapidly after the introduction of a Norfolk and Southern railway line connecting Fayetteville to Raleigh in 1911 
(Lefler and Newsome 1973:586). 

The marine base at Fort Bragg near Fayetteville was established in 1918 as a field artillery training 
center. Bragg is still in operation today has become the largest camp of its kind in the nation ( (Lefler and 
Newsome 1973:573). This has also led to the tremendous growth of Fayetteville. 
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FIELD METHODS 

The initially proposed field techniques involved the placement of shovel tests at intervals of 200 feet 
along transects spaced 200 feet apart. The decision to use 200 foot intervals was based on the belief that the tract 
had a moderate to low probability of containing atchaeological sites. The tract is located a considerable distance 
from any water source and approximately '13 of the tract contained a considerable amount of slope (greater than 
8%). All fill from the shovel tests would be screened through %-inch mesh. 

Should sites (defined by the presence of three or more artifacts from either surface survey or shovel 
tests with a 50 foot aiea) be identified by shovel testing, funher tests would be used to obtain data on site 
boundaries, artifact quantity and diversity, site integrity, and temporal affiliation. The testing interval would be 
no greater than 50 feet. The information required for completion of North Catolina state site forms would be 
collected and photographs would be taken, if warranted in the opinion of the field investigators. 

Each test would be numbered sequentially, would measure about I foot squate, and would normally be 
taken to subsoil. All culrural remains would be collected, except for shell, mortar, or brick, which would be 
qualitatively noted in the field and diseatded. Notes would be maintained for profiles at any sites encountered. 

Conditions in the field allowed us to supplement our 200 foot interval shovel testing with pedestrian 
survey, patticulatly in the northern three-quarters of the tract where surface visibility was excellent. As a result, a 
total of 30 transects were used for shovel testing and pedestrian survey resulting in a total of 224 shovel tests 
(not including site testing) or I.I shovel tests per acre. A total of 32 person hours were used to investigate the 
tract. 
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RESULTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As a result of the intensive survey seven archaeological sites and one cemetery were identified (or one 
site per 28.7 acres). These sites consist of 31CD378** through 31CD385**. This portion of the report describes 
these sites and provides recommendations of eligibility for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 
It is unknown exactly how each site will be affected by the constructions of the Cumberland Industrial Park 
However, since a large portion of the tract will contain facility buildings or pavement, it is assumed that each 
site will be directly impacted. 

The archaeological sites identified were primarily evaluated for their potential National Register 
eligibility under Criterion D: the site has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory 
or history. Obviously such an approach requires that the property must have information which can contribute to 
our understanding of the past and that the information be significant (i.e., that it is able to address important 
research questions). It is not necessary that the information be unique, nor is it necessary that the information be 
controversial or challenge orthodox positions. As Townsend et al. (1993:31) clearly indicate, it is sufficient that 
the information reinforces previously gathered data. There is an implicit assumption that such reinforcement 
derives from additional tests of archaeological theories, and that such tests are a necessary, even essential, part of 
"doing" science. Failure to continuously test, and refine, archaeological theories and perspectives will result in a 
stagnant discipline, or alternatively, a discipline where research is equated with the most recent intellectual fad. 

In order to evaluate eligibility, we have adopted the approach suggested by Townsend et al. (1993:32), 
which involves five steps: 

0 the site's data sets are identified (these may include ceramics, lithics, floral or faunal material, 
architectural remains, radiocarbon material, or a wide range of other categories of information); 

c the historic context of the site is identified, providing a framework for evaluation; 

c important research questions which the site's data sets can address are identified; 

0 the data sets are evaluated in terms of archaeological integrity (i.e., are the data sets 
sufficiently well preserved to address the research questions); and 

c the information is evaluated in terms of its importance (i.e., how will it contribute to the 
archaeological context). 

Since the approach outlined is intended to be used to provide supporting documentation to National Register 
nominations, not the review of large numbers of archaeological sites, we have operationalized the approach by 
attempting to streamline the application of this process to survey data. For example, the archaeological and 
historic context has been largely outlined in the preceding discussions of archaeology and history in the project 
area. Further, we have tried to emphasize only those research questions which we believe are important in 
relation to these archaeological and historical contexts, reducing the need to justify research questions in each 
site discussion. 

3ICD378** is located 800 feet north of Sand Hill Road just east of a central dirt road (Figure 2). The 
site consists of a scatter of twentieth century materials in an area measuring 75 feet east-west by 125 feet north
south. Surface visibility was good in the adjacent road, but very poor in the remainder of the site area which is 
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located in densely vegetated fallow field. At total of 14 shovel tests were excavated in a cruciform pattern at 25 
foot intervals. Of these 14 shovel tests, only five yielded subsurface remains, suggesting very limited site 
integrity. Surface collected from the site were three undecorated vitreous whitewares and two fragments of 
window glass. Combined, this suggests that artifact diversity is equally low. Artifacts from shovel tests are 
presented in Table I. These artifacts, particularly the vitreous whiteware, suggest a twentieth century date. 

Table I. 
Artifacts from shovel tests at 31CD378** 

Artifact 
Salt glazed stoneware 
Flat glass 
UID nail fragment 

25E 25N 

1 
1 

SON IOON T4ST8 
1 

1 1 

The central UTM coordinates are N3867580 E691680 and the soils are well drained Wagram loamy 
sand. The Ap horizon consists of 0.8 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2J loamy sand overlying a pale brown 
(10YR6/3) loamy sand subsoil. While a detailed land use history was not obtained for this particular site, we 
understand that much of the project area has been in cultivation for a number of years. 

31CD378** is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register. As previously 
mentioned, artifacts are limited in diversity and density, and the site had been severely damaged by plowing. In 
addition, pedestrian survey indicated that portions of the tract have been used to dump late twentieth century 
materials, and it is possible that the site represents nothing more than a trash dump with no clear domestic 
association. Even the occasional nail and window glass may represent nothing more than construction debris 
associated with rural dumping. As a result, the site cannot address any significant research question relating to 
twentieth century life in Cumberland County and do not fit any of the criteria for eligibility. No further work is 
recommended at the site. 

31CD379** is located about 900 feet ncrth of Sand Hill Road approximately 600 feet east of 
31CD378** (Figure 2). This site appears on the 1986 Hope Mills quadrangle map and was being lived in at that 
time, based on the presence of a 1986 wall calendar in the debris. The remains collected strongly suggest a mid
to late-twentieth century occupation. The site consists of a large pile of brick rubble with portions of intact 
foundations present. Just west of this rubble pile is a mound of burnt structural remains and garbage. This 
suggests that the house was bulldozed and its remains burned. Surface visibility was poor in most of the site area 
which is vegetated in thick grass. A total of 23 shovel tests were excavated at 25 foot intervals. Of those 23 tests 
13 yielded artifacts. These artifacts are presented in Table 2. 

The central UTM coordinates are N3867600 E691820 and the soils are well drained Wagram loamy 
sand. The A horizon consists of 0.8 feet of grayish brown (10YR5/2) loamy sand overlying a pale brown 
(!OYR6/3) loamy sand subsoil. 

31 CD379** is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. 
The remains are probably not more than 50 years old and as such the site does not qualify for eligibility under 
normal National Register criteria While a case can be made for remains less than 50 years old if they are of 
"exceptional importance" (see Sherfy and Luce n.d.), it seems unlikely that site would qualify. In addition, the 
bulldozed condition of the site suggests that it lacks the integrity necessary to provide significant research 
information concerning recent domestic activities. Consequently, no further work is recommended. 
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Table 2. 
Artifacts from shovel tests at 31CD379** 

-·---Ceramic-------
----Glass---- Vitreous Yellow Wire Asphalt 

Shovel Test Clear Blue Agua Green Window Bone Whiteware Earthenware Nall Pnil Tab Shinples Bottle Caps 
T4ST6 
25' E of T4ST6 
50' E of T4ST6 
100' E of T4ST6 
125' E of T4ST6 
200' E of T4ST6 
E of pwhpile 
50' E of poshpile 
75' E of poshplle 
100' E of poshpile 
150' E of pushpile 
25' N of T4ST6 
50' N of T4ST6 
Total 

23 1 

2 

3 

2 
9 

2 

3 3 2 

31CD380** is located about 700 feet north of Sand Hill road in fallow field just west of the woodsline 
(Figure 2). Smface visibility was poor and the site was originally located during regular interval shovel testing. 
The site was further investigated with shovel testing at 50 foot intervals. Of the 14 shovel tests excavated. six 

Table 3. 
Artifacts recovered from shovel testing 31CD380** 

ArtifactN T1,'IT2 50'E lOO'E 150'E 200'E 50'N 
Clear bottle glass 1 1 1 
Aqua bottle glass I 1 
Undec. whiteware I 
UID stoneware 1 
UID iron 2 
Foil ( discanled) I 
Total 1 2 2 1 3 1 

yielded artifacts. These artifacts appear to date to the twentieth century and are sumtoarized in Table 3. 

The central UTM coordinates are N3867650 E692080 and the soils are well drained Norfolk loamy sand. 
The Ap horizon consists of 1.0 feet of brown (10YR5/3) loamy sand overlying yellowish brown (2.5Y6/4) 
subsoil. The site measures approximately 200 feet east-west by 75 feet north-south. 

31CD380** is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. The 
site has been disturbed by plowing and there are no clear structural remains or evidence of other features. It is 
possible that it is an outbuilding associated with 31CD379**. The site has no clear integrity and no further work 
is recommended. 

31CD381** is located approximately 1800 feet north of Sand Hill Road and 400 feet west of the CP&L 
transmission line (Figure 2). It consists of two early- to mid-twentieth century trash piles located with 50 feet of 
one another located in an area with excellent surface visibility. A surface collection was made and nine shovel 
tests were excavated at 25 foot intervals. Of those six tests, only one contained subsurface remains. This test 
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yielded six clear bottle glass fragments and six tin can fragments. Artifacts surface collected consist of two hand 
painted whitewares, one undecorated whiteware, one undecorated whiteware cup handle, two slip glazed 
stonewares, one green bottle glass, two aqua bottle glass, one clear bottle glass, one clear flask, one clear 
condiment bottle (probably ketchup), one manganese glass, one cold cream milk glass vessel, two small clear 
medicine bottles, one clear 1 pint liquor bottle (with embossed cello player on the front), one screw cap, two tin 
can fragments, one tin spice can lid, one makeup tin, one white porcelain door knob, one rubble shoe heel, two 
zinc canning lids, one light blue "ATLAS" canning jar base, and two clear jar bases. 

The ATLAS canning jar contains a makers mark identical to the ATLAS E-Z SEAL type 1 listed in 
Toulouse (1977:3). This mark dates from 1902 to 1964. The liquor bottle with the cello player has a maker's 
mark on the base which is a B in a circle. This mark belongs to the Brockway Machine Bottle Company and 
dates from 1907 to 1933 (Toulouse 1971:59). 

The centrnl UTM coordinates are N3868130 E692120 and the soils are somewhat excessively drained 
Candor sands. The site is on a sideslope and evidences moderate sheet erosion and some gullying. The A horizon 
is only about 0.3 feet deep and consi<ts of a dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) sand overlying yellowish brown 
(10YR5/4) subsoil. Based on surface remains, the site is approximately 50 feet east-west by 25 feet north-south. 

31CD381** is recommended as not eligible for inclusi\m on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Despite an extensive search for an associated structure, none was found. The site appears to represent an isolated 
trash dump and does not appear to qualify for eligibility under any of the National Register criteria It is likely 
that the site's research potential has been fulfilled through recotdation and collection. No further work is 
therefore recommended. 

31CD382** is located approximately 1100 feet north of Sand Hill Road, on the northwest side of the 
intersection of two dirt road. The north-south road is the dirt road which gives access to the property from Sand 
Hill Road (Figure 2). The site was originally discovered during pedestrian survey in an area with excellent 
surface visibility. A collection of six artifacts was made. The artifacts consists of two undecorated whitewares, 
two blue edged whitewares, one dark olive green bottle glass, and one brown North American salt glazed 
stonewares. The undecorated whitewares are more accurately described as soft, not vitreous or ironstone. South 
(1977:211) provides a mean ceramic date of 1860 for whiteware. The blue edged whitewares have a mean 
manufacture date of 1853 (Bartovics 1981). This provides a mean ceramic date of 18565. The dark olive green 
bottle glass appears to be from a three piece mold bottle, probably a mid-nineteenth century beer bottle fragment. 
Five shovel tests were excavated at twenty five foot intervals using the center of the surface scatter as a 
midpoint. None of these tests yielded artifacts. Despite intensive surface investigation, no other remains were 
located. 

The central UTM coordinates are N3867640 N691620 and the soils are somewhat excessively drained 
Candor sands. The Ap horizon consisted of 0.9 feet of dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) sand overlying yellowish 
brown (10YR5/4) subsoil. Based on surface remains the site is approximately 50 feet east-west by 25 feet north
south. 

31CD382** is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. Only 
surface artifacts were recovered, suggesting that the site has been badly disturbed and possibly has been collected 
over a period of rime or represents a shon occupation span. While the site formation process is not clearly 
understood, it seems unlikely that additional archaeological investigations would yield any substantive research 
contribution. Consequently, no further work is recommended. 

31CD383** is located approximately 1300 feet north of Sand Hill Road, just east of a cemetery 
(31CD385**) (Figure 2). This site consists of a mid- to late-twentieth century trash dump in a wooded area 
Surface visibility was poor, but trash was seen above the leaf clutter and consisted primarily of tin cans and 
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glass. A collection was made consisting of one metal door !mob, one North American salt glazed stoneware, one 
fragment of milk glass, one silk screened jelly glass fragment, one applied gilt drinking glass fragment, one 
plastic button, and one brass button. Eight shovel tests were excavated at 25 foot intervals in the site area. None 
yielded artifactual remains. Investigations in the innnediate area failed to identify any associated structural 
remains, although it is possible that these materials are associated with 31CD384** described below. 

The central UTM coordinates are N3867700 E691530 and the soils are somewhat excessively drained 
Candor sand. The A horizon consisted of 0.8 feet of dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) sand overlying yellowish 
brown (10YR5/4) subsoil. 

31CD383** is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. No 
subsurface remains were recovered and it is unlikely that the site can address significant research questions since 
it appears to be an isolated trash dump. No further work is recommended. 

31CD384** is located approximately 1400 feet north of Sand Hill Road and approximately 220 feet 
northwest of a cemetery (31CD385**) (Figure 2). This site consists of a scatter of brick rubble in a wooded area 
with two peripheral trash dumps. Llke 31CD383**, these dumps consisted primarily of glass and tin cans and it 
may be that the dumps at both 31CD383** and 31CD384** are associated with the structural remains .. Near the 
center of the site was a depression, which may be a filled well One shovel test was excavated at its base. This 
test yielded very dense brick and a large quantity of unidentifiable iron. The test was taken down to about 1.5 
feet below surface; no subsoil was reached, None of these remains were collected from this test. Thirteen shovel 
tests were excavated at 25 foot intervals in the site area. Of those tests, four yielded artifacts. They are 
summarized below in Table 4. 

The central UTM coordinates are N3867740 E691440 and the soils are somewhat excessively drained 
Candor sands. The A horizon consisted of 0.9 feet of dark grayish brown (10YR4/2) sand overlying yellowish 
brown (10YR5/4) subsoil Based on positive shovel tests and surface materials, the site measures 100 feet east
west by 75 feet north-south. 

Table 4. 
Anifacts recovered from shovel testing 31CD384** 

Artifacts 
Clear bottle glass 
Wmdow glass 
Undec. whiteware 

50' E 100' E 
1 

2 

2,5' s 50' s 
2 

1 

31CD384** is recommended as not eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. There 
was no evidence of intact architectural features and there were few data sets represented. Therefore it is unlikely 
that the site can address significant research questions relating to twentieth century life in Cumberland County. 
The site does not appear to qualify for eligibility under any of the National Register criteria. No further work is 
recommended. 

31CD385** is locating approximately 1300 feet north of Sand Hill Road and approximately 800 feet east of 
the western boundary (Figure 2). The site consists of a cemetery containing members of the Davis, McLean, and 
Smith faruilies. The oldest marked grave dates to 1871, while the latest dates to 1975. There are a number of 
stones with names, but no date of birth or death. The cemetery lawn is also kept mowed. possibly on a regular 
basis (Figures 9 - 11). This suggests that the cemetery may still be in use. 

Most of the markers are marble or granite. Some of these were originally concrete with handwritten names 
and dates that were later replaced with marble markers (one good example of this is the 1943 stone shown in 
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Figure 9. Example of replaced marker at 31CD385**. 
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Figure 9) . There was one grave marked with a metal tag., although the paper card is missing. Two children's 
graves were not marked with formal headstones. One contained a fieldstone head and foot marker (Figure 11), 
while the other grave was marked with a machine-made textured brick at the head and foot. Table 5 provides a 
list of those individuals buried in the cemetery. This list names the individuals starting with the western-most 
row going south to north. 

... , 

... , 

Table 5. 
Individuals buried at the Davis, McLe.an, and Smith cemetery (31CD385**) 
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Figure II. Field stone markers at 31CD385**. 

The cemetery is approximately 100 feet north-south by 75 feet east-west. The central UTM coordinates are 
N3867730 E691520 and the soils are somewhat excessively drained Candor sand. 

According to Townsend et al. (1993:16-17) cemeteries are not generally eligible for inclusion on the 
National Register. Cemeteries may be eligible if they derive their primary significance from graves of persons of 
transcendent importance, from age, from distinctive design features, or from association with historic events. This 
cemetery does not include any of these characteristics. Cemeteries, however, may also be determined eligible for 
their potential contributions to forensic or physical anthropological research. 

It is recommended that all prudent and feasible efforts be made to avoid the cemetery be avoided. It 
appears that it may still be in use, or at the very least, local people are aware of it and are keeping it up. This is 
clear from the care given the lawn and the repair and replacement of markers. If avoidance is not possible, the 
client should consult an attorney for legal advice concerning removal of the cemetery. Since there is the potential 
to learn a great deal from the examination of skeletal material, if the remains are to be removed the excavations 
should be undertaken using archaeological techniques and the materials should be examined by a forensic 
anthropologist. 
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CONCLUSION 

As a result of the intensive survey of the Cumberland Industrial park tract, eight sites were recorded. They 
include five twentieth century trash dumps (31CD378**, 31CD380**, 31CD381**, 31CD382**, and 
31CD383**), two twentieth century potential domestic occupations (31CD379** and 31CD384**), and one 
cemetery (31CD385**). None of these sites are recommended as eligible for inclusion on the National Register 
of Historic Places. However, it is recommended that the cemetery be avoided. If this is not possible, the remains 
sbould be removed and relocated by an archaeologist. 

All but one of these sites are along a narrow ridge which suggests that they are related to the two domestic 
occupations. In fact, they also occur adjacent to a remnant east-west nlDiling road which probably provided 
access to the various features, such as houses, cemetery, and outbuildings. The other site (31CD381**) is on the 
sideslope of a drainage. It is typical to find trash thrown into peripheral sideslopes or low spots in the twentieth 
century. Such a pattern has been noticed at a number of sites including the Sampson Mill Village in Greenville, 
South Carolina (Trinkley 1993) and the Gibson tract near Florence, South Carolina (Trinkley et al. 1993). 

Although no significant archaeological sites were encountered, some imponant information was gathered 
from the survey. It appears that no settlement pattern change took place on the tract from the mid-nineteenth to 
mid-twentieth century. The ridge nlDiling through the middle of the tract was the preferable place to live, rather 
than closer to Sand Hill Road which was about 1300 feet to the south. 
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